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Test System Summary and Decision Tables 

OPTION 

A-1 

A-2 

A-3 

OPTION 

BW 

BX 

BY 

BZ 

DESCRIPTION 

Expanded basic 13-Point Program with improvements in service added over time to serve expanding 
areas. 

Same as A-1 but modifying service concept to include Regional Center Service and other innova
tions in operation with minimal increases in capital expenditure for amenities. 

Same as A-2 but with major increase in capital expenditures for passenger amenities at stations, 
bus stops, and parking areas. 

DESCRIPTION * 

Fixed guideway system employed in connection of Minneapolis and St. Paul Central Business 
Districts plus fixed guideway system serving Minneapolis south corridor. Busway in future 1-394 
for west Minneapolis corridor and express bus in all others . Distributor systems in CBDs and 
major centers as appropriate and feeder service to fixed guideway combined with local service. 

Same as BW but ·with express bus service in St. Paul east corridor replaced with fixed guideway 
system. 

Same as BW but with express bus service in Midway north corridor replaced with fixed guideway. 

Same as BW but with express bus service in Minneapolis northwest corridor replaced by 
fixed guideway. 

* All systems include full 13-Point Program plus further improvement to bus service between 1975-1980. 

OPTION 

C 

DESCRIPTION 

Same basic capabilities and service as in Option B series except that fixed guideway service is 
provided in all corridors at an early date (1985 assumed for study purposes) . 

SERVICE CONSEQUENCES 

Favorable - 1. Permits delaying decision on fast link system while waiting for " new technology". 
2 . Will improve transit service primarily to central cities with some improvement to outlying 

areas at minimum capital cost. 
3 . Provides maximum ability to change , add or remove service of equal character with minimum delay. 
4. Does not delay implementation of distributor systems in Major Centers with existing or new 

technology. 

Unfavorable - 1 . Operating costs will rise much more rapidly than with other systems and greater 

deficits can be expected , eroding future investment capital. 
2. Greater pressure for freeway expansion and more parking space. 
3. Loss of most development impact attributable to transit if fixed guideway systems are probable 

future system (depends on delay time). 
4. Regardless of the point in future time, "new technology" will always be on the horizon and delays 

can extend indefinitely . 
5. Usage will remain heavily oriented to "captive riders" and patronage may continue to decline as 

affluence rises. 
6. Results of bus system innovations and increased capital cost for amenities are not predictable . 

SERVICE CONSEQUENCES 

Favorable - 1. Maximizes regional transit service, as well as local service, by diverting greater percent of 
regional trips to fixed guideway. 

2. Maximizes potential for transit attributable development impact to occur in planned fashion by 
appropriate corridor selection . 

3. Does not delay application of new technology in distributor systems in centers or CBDs .. 
4. Permits incorporation of innovative and/or evolutionary technology as and when available without 

loss of service while waiting. 
5. Minimizes demand for new and expanded freeway system both by diverting trips to transit and 

shifting development. 
6. Minimizes increase in operating cost. 

Unfavorable - 1. High capital investment and financing requirement. 
2. Requires development control in conjunction with transit implementation in order to attain 

maximum impact. 
3. Greater time lag when adding new routes of equal character. 

SERVICE CONSEQUENCES 

Favorable - 1 . System will provide maximum regional service. 
2. Greatest reduction in pressure for expanded freeway system and parking requirement. 
3. Greatest impact on office space location of those systems tested. 
4. Does not delay implementation of distributor systems in regional centers with existing or 

new technology. 

Unfavorable - 1. High capital cost and financing requirement . 
2 . Development impact is diluted by exceptionally wide location choices available to transit 

oriented development within the total available market. 
3. Other unfavorable consequences common to B series . 
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PRIMARY BENEFIT 

Some improvements in mobility for 
d isadvantaged persons pr imarily in 
central city areas with some improve
ment for suburban communities . 

Minimum capital cost. 

PRIMARY BENEFIT 

1. Improved regional mobility with 
major advantage for disadvantaged 
persons through improved travel 
speed (when compared to bus 
transit). 

2. Favorable development tool . 

3. Most favorable benefit/cost ratio 
is available within the B option 
range. 

PRIMARY BENEFIT 

1. Maximum regional mobility. 

2 . Posit ive benefit/cost ratio . 

1985 COST (MILLIONS OF 1970 DOLLARS) 

A Capital 26.0 
Operating 16.7 

A-1 Capital 35.2 
Operating 16.7 

A-2 Capital 69.7 
Operating 16.7 

Annual Patronage (1985) 
65 mi Ilion passengers for all options . (A-2 and A-3 may show 
improvement but extent cannot be predicted) 

1985 COST (MILLIONS OF 1970 DOLLARS) 

BW Capital 
Operating 

BX Capital 
Operating 

BY Capital 
Operating 

420 .1 
f8.4 

490.7 
18.8 

446.8 
18.5 

BZ Capital 535.8 
Operating 19.2 

Annual Patronage (1985) 

BW 79.4 million 
BX 84.9 million 
BY 83.4 million 
BZ 87.4 miilion 

1985 COST (MILLIONS OF 1970 DOLLARS) 

C Capital 912.4 
Operating 21.3 

Annual Patronage (1985) 

103.7 million 

DECISION 

Select A and Wait for 
"New Technology" 

Select A-2 or A-3 and 
attempt solution with 
buses and distributor 
systems in high activity areas . 

DECISION 

Select Work program 
based on BW or BX or 
BY or BZ. 

Select work program 
based on staged develop
ment of "B" systems. 

DECISION 

Select basic concept 
based on C option . 

DECISION CONSEQUENCES 

Continue present trer.d in marginal service with high degree of risk that 
"acceptable" new technology will emerge which will prov:de service 
which is better, less expensive to build or operate, or more comprehen
sive in coverage than with current systems. 

Probable improvement to local service but regional trips likely to remain 
highly autc, oriented except for "captive" riders who will continue to 
experience disproportionate travel time unless exclusive rights-of-way are 
developed at costs approximating fixed guideway systems but with 
higher and higher operating costs . Pressures for expanded freeways to 
meet increasing peak hour demands will grow along with parking 
requirements. Very uncertain returns on capital investment combined 
with probable increasing levels of public subsidy required. 

DECISION CONSEQUENCES 

Permits structuring definite transit planning program to provide "hard" 
answers to questions of location , route selection, system extent and 
cost and corridor priorities which can proceed in concert with on
going regional planning. Provides definitive direction relating transit to 
future development planning and policy. 

Permits maximum flexibility in implementation program based on 
expanded planning horizon and offers opportunity to optimize 
system performance and impact. 

DECISION CONSEQUENCES 

Similar to B except that decision may be more acceptable as a "long 
range" potential than as a 1985 program because of high cost. 

To place total system in operation by 1985 may be beyond the 
financial capi:icity of the region. 
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